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MORONGO BASIN TRANSIT AUTHORITY 


TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
SPECIAL MEETING 


Tuesday, April 30, 2019 2:00PM 
Morongo Basin Transit Center 
62405 Verbena Road 
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 


MINUTES 


CALL TO ORDER 


ROLL CALL - On call of the roll the following Committee Members were present: 

Frank Luckino and Curtis Yakimow. Also in attendance were Mark Goodale, Eric Jacobsen, 
Michele Fogerson, Derek Wong, Jordan Gumbish and Cheri Holsclaw. Mark Lundquist was 
absent. 


PUBLIC COMMENTS 


NONE 


NEW BUSINESS 
3.1 Service and Revenue Allocation Study 


Mark Goodale introduced Derek Wong, the consultant hired to do the Service and Revenue 
Allocation Study as suggested by the TAC committee last year after staff attempted to fulfill 
funding gaps. He explained the purpose for the meeting was to get a look at the current picture, 
evaluate it, look at alternatives Derek put together to make it equitable and to receive a 
recommendation for possible adoption. He would like to take the TAC recommendation to the 
Board to create policy, in addition to giving staff the flexibility to apply the funding as 
necessary to make transit whole and fill any gaps in future budget years. 


Curtis asked if the County was represented on the Technical Committee. Mark answered 
affirmatively but Mark Lundquist was unable to attend. Curtis also asked SBCTA their 
perspective of any insight on long-term funding projections for related revenue sources. 
Michele provided a LTF spreadsheet that projected just a few years. 


Frank wanted to know when all of them would be in a deficit situation based on the operating 
expenses and LTF. Mark showed a forecast that estimated a couple of years. 


Curtis asked if they were the same numbers that were used in any of the modeling. Derek 
explained their analysis uses 19/20 figures. Michele pointed out that the actual projections were 
a hair lower than that because MBTA based it on a FY18 estimate and SBCTA didn’t hit those 
targets. 


Curtis wanted to know when they had a negative, was that backfill accomplished by a bill to 
the agency. Mark explained they would have to look at service cuts if there was no funding to 
backfill. Frank clarified that MBTA would deduct from the other agencies that are positive. 
Mark responded that if staff was given the flexibility to apply the funding as appropriate, yes, 
they would do that. Curtis asked if participating agencies wanted to keep the existing service 
levels, would those be funds that would be required from the participating agency. 


Eric cautioned that if MBTA reached a point where they were cutting services but jurisdictions 
were still getting LTF return for streets and roads, that would be a big problem. Mark said that 
was his argument last year. He wouldn’t feel comfortable nor would it be appropriate to cut 
service in any jurisdiction where he had 100% funding to make the transit system whole as 
stated within the JPA. 


Frank asked if that was community based or agency based. If the City had a positive and did 
not recommend service cuts but Yucca was negative could they look at cuts. Eric responded 
that it was Agency based. Even though the money goes to the Cities, it’s really the service 
provider, MBTA’s, money. As far as State and TDA regulations, if there were needs for transit 
that MBTA could meet, its first obligation would be to meet those needs Michele added that 
they wouldn’t care that there were 3 agencies doing it, they only look at the service provider 
in the area. 


Eric further stated that LTF was primarily for transit but if the service provider doesn’t need 


it, then it would go to the Cities but as long as there was a need, that was what you had to spend 
the LTF for. 


Derek made them aware that this study was a small component of the Short-Range Transit Plan 
and the outcome of this study could influence the Short-Range Transit Plan five years down 
the line. He discussed the alternatives and strategies listed within the report provided and stated 
his model was just a band-aid and in a couple of years, MBTA would run into the same problem 
again just due to LTF not being able to cover what it is today. Derek agreed with Frank that 
the basis of his recommendation was to make all 3 agencies positive but also said it was based 
on actual service data. Population is not a good indicator of where the service is actually 
provided. Because Derek was trying to attach revenues and cost to where service was 
provided, his recommendation was the optimal package. 


Derek thought the basis of the JPA itself and how the JPA was ultimately administered should 
be addressed, as well as the interpretation of the coordination of service under the umbrella of 
the JPA. In addition, how the LTF should be shared and how the 3 agencies were intended to 
work together. 


Frank addressed his concerns. City of 29 Palms gets a higher share of LTF because they have 
a higher population but the majority of service is within Yucca Valley. He acknowledged 
transit first and if TDA was the driver to make everything positive then everything he says 
could be moot but the City has limited road funding and from the analysis and hard data, the 
City would be in the positive because it was cost driven since most of the service is in Yucca 


Valley and he felt that was where the City should be. He questioned why part of the City’s 
LTF subsidize service in Yucca Valley. 


Curtis requested Derek expand on the purpose of the JPA. Derek explained the intention of 
forming the JPA was to fund a complete transit system to serve the Morongo Basin area 
regardless of where the funding goes because ultimately, they were all partners in the JPA. 
Funding needed to go where the needs need to be met for transit, whether it was all in Yucca 
Valley, 29 or the County. It shouldn’t matter what jurisdiction gets x amount of dollars but 
ultimately, it should be as he understood JPAs work which is any pot can be spent by the JPA 
for a specific purpose, which is public transit. 


Curtis asked Eric if he saw these discussions with other transit agencies. Eric explained San 
Bernardino Valley and Mountain Transit have no money that goes back. VVTA still has funds 
that go to streets and roads. Michele said it was getting tighter. 


Mark said it wasn’t favorable to any jurisdiction but there was also the option of any remaining 
LTF dollars remain with MBTA to help start funding the bus electrification infrastructure, fleet 
and equipment. Michele said in the Valley, the Board made the decision that no funds be 
returned to the local agencies for that reason and Mountain Transit on their own made that 
decision. 


Upon a request from Curtis, Mark explained all revenue source line items. Passenger fares 
were shared equally and not by pickup because that was data MBTA does not collect. With the 
exception of the LCTOP funding, all revenue sources are recurring with slight fluctuations. 


Frank inquired as to the status of the bus purchasing fund money. Mark said they might have 
to dip into that for the bus electrification, stating that it was rainy day money and it was going 
to rain at some point. 


Eric mentioned it was important to realize the bus electrification wasn’t just purchasing buses 
but also the purchase of the infrastructure. Michele shared the ongoing study showed electricity 
as 40% higher costs than CNG. 


Upon a request from Curtis, Michele explained LTF and the analysis done each year which 
was the difference between what was estimated and apportioned and what was actually taken 
in as revenue and applied to the following year. 


Upon a request from Frank, Derek ran through all the alternatives in his report. The problem 
with the existing model was population did not equate to where service was provided. Frank 
asked what the industry standard was and Derek responded Hours & Miles. Alternatives 2 and 
3 are closest to industry standards for both costs and revenues. Frank agreed that revenue 1 and 
cost 1 didn’t make sense. Derek reiterated his recommendation of cost 3 and revenue 2 to make 
everyone in the positive. 


Derek said one way to solve this was to think of it as one pot. It goes back to the umbrella of 
the JPA. Was it the intention to consolidate transit revenues and provide transit service in the 
Basin as a whole? 


Curtis asked about the LTF limitations, what those funds were for and could be used for. Eric 
explained that TDA was created to fund transit services. SBCTA’s roll was the unmet needs 


process each year in the area receiving the funds and if there was a need and the funding was 
available, you could not say you were not going to spend the money on it and you would be 
giving to the cities. Once those unmet needs are satisfied, funding left over was what could be 
returned for streets and roads. 


Curtis asked what MBTA felt was the best and most efficient was. Mark stated he liked Derek’s 
recommendation of cost 3, revenue 2 for the flexibility staff would have to utilize the non-local 
revenue sources to backfill the deficits. At the same time, while he would like to help the Town 
and City with the roads, he would like to return nothing and save it to the future greater needs, 
essentially combining it into one pot. 


Mark told Frank he liked cost 3, revenue 2 because it seemed to be the most equitable. He also 
felt it was most quantifiable and verifiable as opposed to the existing method. Frank asked why 
they liked miles for cost and hours for revenue instead of all miles (cost 3, revenue 3) or all 
hours (cost 2, revenue 2). Derek said of all the models, cost 3, revenue 2 was the only 
combination making everyone positive and no jurisdiction a negative. 


Cheri assured Curtis that MBTA had a Capital Plan and was included within the Short-Range 
Transit Plan. Mark added that MBTA was adequately funded for current Capital. 


Curtis said if the model holds true, there wouldn’t be a lot of net LTF and wondered if there 
would be value in having a policy conversation on taking the approach of keeping LTF for 
transportation and MBTA take all of it and would that ensure that they would have the ability 
to identifying service, expense structure. Eric said in some ways, they would have more 
because once there was no money going back to streets and roads, SBCTA would not be 
coming out to find if there are unmet needs to be met. He said once all LTF was committed 
and used, it would fall to the JPA to determine the needs to the community. Cheri asked for 
clarification for “committed and used” and was told an unmet needs hearing was not necessary 
as long as the funds were fully committed during that fiscal year. Cheri was also assured LTF 
could be committed to be used to fill the future deficits we saw in the forecast. 


Frank felt they should use cost 3, revenue 3, using the Procurement funds to backfill the deficits 
for 3 years because it seemed the most logical and more consistent than a miles/hour hybrid. 
Mark questioned the need to use Procurement funds to backfill when there was already 100% 
funding without dipping into the Procurement. Frank pointed out that was only true by 
decreasing funds for the others. 


Curtis thought you could put one of those alternatives in place now but perhaps have that 
conversation at the board level of consolidating revenue to the transit agency and ensuring 
they’re comfortable with the short-range transit plan and what that looks like on an ongoing 
basis and they have the ability as a JPA to provide input and the County, City and Town have 
seats at the table to make sure they’re comfortable with the operating model. 


Derek agreed that his recommendation is a short-term fix until MBTA has.the larger policy 
discussion on where the LTF pot should really go. 


Curtis is OK going forward with the hybrid approach for the upcoming year, but then shortly 
after that, have the longer conversation but with a mechanism or threshold in place where they 
could reconsider if LTF blows through the projections. 


4.0 


Mark said getting a recommendation would at least give him a direction to take in the interim 
while we looked at the bigger picture of the policy, most likely after the short-range transit 
plan was completed. 


Frank’s recommendation was to use cost 3, revenue 3, using the Procurement funds to backfill 
the deficits for 3 years. 


Curtis’s recommendation was to use the consultant’s hybrid recommendation. 


ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at 3:47pm on Tuesday, April 30, 2019 at the MBTA Operations Center. 


Respectfully submitted, 


erl Holsclaw, Asst. Board Secretary 


Audio recordings supporting the action minutes are retained by MBTA 
in accordance with the agency's record retention policy. 


